Septenber 30, 1957

e, M. Delbrdc:
¥opalthafd Lot

£=234°, Inztii1te of Tech.
Prandena 4, Cailfornia

Daar Maxt

Thenlz you for the interesting reveris on the Royauwont meetings and on Iw,
Togtls worke We shall be lookins Torward te ceeing and discussins Avpleyardle
nro-ram, but a few fueations e-n T brought wr meanvwhile,

Concerning the sugmention of two szteges in zyscte formation, I have always
wonderad from Tonts work, whether the first ig nct merely = nones;ecific agglutination,
vhich retrzires some muitrient av 1y tc ~receed o significent conbinat ons (viz, stabdble
to dilution =nd disrersion). “om 5609 to be agreesbls to this interpretation. As
o know, FNelson is worklns with e for the year, and hes st-rted liinetic agtudies on
the Bfr systen. It is already =~ »eront 4006 cell nixtures de nothin: very interecting
in salts nediun, but whether sctual srowth 1s needed 18 undecided. In this systenm,
clumine sesns ‘o vlay = reletivel unim ortant wols =g conered to L1ts ~robable effect
on the sarlier aterial, Ve h=vs nod bwen working on thily long enowht 3o give a
clear -icture, -nd I cannot yet - reidict whether ~ distinctive roblen will share up
alongs the lines of Kelsorts awyosted thesise Ve will be unatle te aveld studying the
rhyslolo~ical essentials Ffor Hir conbination, but thi /111 not Yo based on the two-
st>é concept as suche If Kelscr Joos fermulate a different =~ - romch with his m~terial,
w8 111, of course, do cur best tn lesve = clear fleld for hin., I o8 ocl=lly welcone
your surgestirn for clemer contael nd exc snge of Infermation, which should obviste
=ny d1fficulties in thie rescoct.

Your lettor s=id somethins ~b 4 risrked loambdas %€ h-ve not been entirely satise
fied with the recombinaticn evidence for the chromesomal=prolsnida theory: not because
of ambilguities in recrnmbinaticn ~n-lrsia per se, however, W find heterozygous diploids
fron which lyeo;zenicit:\r/non-lysogjenicit;;r serresates. One nay infer thot the nateris)
vasig for this is the chromogsomal 1olambde, it the determlisni night be as dlfferent
from lambda as K is from ksp 24 Yo are inclined to ~refer Lus ce =o ticory, as it
seeng o Trovide a betber bagls Loy rhageemedlated enetlc tronsductions, brt o-nnot
ras~yd tne evidence as conclualve, YIf we could introduos a ruitant lambds' so &3 %o
obiain Jiploids wi'ch segregete iLa :};C;a./lzz.mbda' In the same linlked Toghion =23 lam'bda./
nolambde, the chromowomal loeallzaticn of :ert of the virus would e strengthened. Un=
fortunztely, the most characterigtic sutant of lambda, lambda=2, does not induce
lysorenicity in our stocks, and we Jiave nnt yet dlscovered z suiltable rmtant,

In this connecticn, we have been looking over a number of yotentlsl host strains,
nany of then accumilsted a3 interlortlle with E=12, It looks =25 4f zxwotherough
varlatlion hag not been sufficlontl - orrhasized as a-hedmof rhagessuscs tibility,
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™ere 18 some clrcumst=n.izl evlidence that lambda and T1l, T2, etc. =re "rocuchh =specifiec

- vhages, Judgins from the occurrence of susceptidle, roush varlants in oged cultures of
gome of our apparently smooth resistant strains., We are therefore lookins for smooth—
specific rhoges to permit a rore systenstic isolation of the rouwsh variants. I hope our
corrsavondence can suggest sultable criteria for a division of labor. It is fatrly obvious
that we are less well equip el io do adsorption, growth, etc. studles on rhaze than genstic
stwiles 'n their bacterial hosts, ond 1t is rossible that the converse holds at N=ltech,

B8incerely,

Joshoae Lederberg



